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REMARKS 

In the outstanding Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 25 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,424,245 to Gurtler et al. 
(" Gurtler ") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,977,640 to Bertin et al. ("Bertin"). By this 
amendment. Applicant has amended claim 25. Claims 1, 2, 4-11, 14-18 and 25 are 
pending in this application, with claim 25 presented for examination. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claim 25 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a). 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), each 
of three requirements must be met. First, the reference or references, taken alone or 
combined, must teach or suggest each and every element recited in the claims. 
Second, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
combine the references in a manner resulting in the claimed invention. Third, a 
reasonable expectation of success must exist. Moreover, each of the three 
requirements must " be found in the prior art, and not be based on applicant's 
disclosure. " See MPEP § 2143, 8th Ed. (Rev. 4), October. 2005. At a minimum, the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness because the 
references, whether taken alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest each and 
every element recited in claim 25. 

For example, claim 25, as amended, recites a combination including "a second 
semiconductor chip stacked on the first semiconductor chip and having a heat radiating 
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Plate andaradiatingresln formed thereon, the radiating resin affixing the heat radiating 
piateto the second semiconductor chip. The Examiner asserts that "Gurtier Shows the 
most aspectlslof the instant invention except havingalarger second semiconductor 
Chip andaheat radiating plate thereon." Office Aotion,page 3. AS acknowledged by 
the Examiner.Gyrtlsifails to teach or suggest "a heat radiating plate;and thus aiso 
fails to teach or suggest-a radiating resin formed ion the heat radiating piatei; as aiso 
.Cited in Claim 25. Moreover, is silent as to "a radiating resin." thus fails 

,0 teach or suggest a combination including "a second semiconductor chip stacked on 
the flrst semiconductor chipandhavingaheat radiating piate and ^ladiat^ 

j^^^edthereon, the radiating resin affixing the heat radiating piate to the second 
semiconductor chip," as recited in claim 25 (emphasis added). 

Berfio fails to cure the deflciencies of Gurtier, The Examiner alleges that "Bertin 
Shows a multi-chip packaging device wherein the second semiconductor chip (30) is 
larger than the flrst semiconductor chip(40)andahea. radiating piate (74)[is,om™ed, 

thereon.- Office Action, page 3. BerBn teaches "heatspreader 74 is connected to the 
first Chip 30 through an adhesive 78 . .. allow[ingl for heat dissipation for chip.n-ch,p 
component 10B.- Bertin, coi. 4, lines 16-19. Even if heatspreader 74 can be 
reasonably construed as corresponding to Applicant's Claimed "heat radiating plate," 

Bertin is Silent as toaradiating resin, and thus fails to teach or suggest "laMa 
^affixing the heat radiating piate to the second semiconductor chip,"as recited in 

claim 25 (emphasis added). Accordingly, a prima fac/e case of obviousness has not 
been established with respect to claim 25. 
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Mo.ove.Appr,oan.notes.Mc,..2e...er.c.esa— ^ 

3..aveasnv.e.a.eao..o.e.. C,a.aS.o.eveM..e.ec.es.. aseco. 

3e«..c.pN.acKe.on.er.Ue— .^^^^^ 
..con.cto.c....c...an.e.stse.— . 
..3eco.se..nau.o.o.p".avP.Vs:ca.V— e.e.^^^^^ 

chip." 

The above^escribed reinforcement feature of the claimed "second 
3emicond.ctorc.i.proviaesanot.eradvanta.etbatita,,o.st.ec,aimed«^^^ 
..u,bbo,estbatextendt.rou.M.e.stsemiconauctorcbi,fobemade.b,„.,t 
.esirab,einviewo,t.ee,ect.cpe.ormanceoft.esemicond.ctordevicetomaetbe 

,3tsemioonductorc.ipt.in,Tobespeci«c,t.e Claimed ..ro..bo,es..e« 
...,bt.e.rstsemicond.ctorc.ipbrin.sabo.die,ectric,oss,wbic.mavde.aetbe 

electric performanceoft.esemicond.ctordevice.Toreducet.edie,e..o,css.t,^^ 
,,,.,,,e.ma.et.e,en.t.oftbeclaimed«boles-e.endin.tbro.Mbef^r^^ 
.emicond.ctorcbip,andtbust.et«nessoftbefirstsemiconductorc.ip,assma„as 
possible. Tbus,,bec,aimed "second semicond.ctorcbipstacKedontbe.st 
3emicond..orcbip;wberein.esecondsemiconductorcbipislar.ert.antbef. 
3emicond.ctorcbip:a„owstbereinforcementoftbeclaimed.rst semiconductor cb,p. 
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This provides a high eleCrica, performance to the semiconductor device. Aocordingiy, 
claim 25 is also allowable for at least this reason. 

,n viev. of the foregoing remarks. Applicant requests the reconsideration and 
reexamination of the application, and the timely allowance Of the pending calms. 

Piease grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and Charge 

any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW. 
GARRETT &DUNNER. LLP. 



Dated: August 1 1 , 2006 



Reg. No. 57,460 
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